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Dear ¥r.

This is in response to your latter dated March 5, 1790 {n which yeu complained
of tha “adera County Assessor's decision nat to craate a new *ax parce!l

for three former paper lots wnich you ostensibly sold last year., The resuls
of the assessor’s course in this matter is that you remain as the assessee
for the property. You have provided ccpies of several lettars from you

to the assaessor's office about this matier, as well as copies of the deeds
showing a transfer of title to the lots. You have alse provided a copy

of the Yilltamscn Act contract axecuted hy the prior amer of your land

in 1971, and a copy of an assassor’s parcsl map showing the Tots as a separate
sarcel. You feel that tha assassor’s office s chltgated under the law

to assess the Tots o the grantaes nemed in the deeds.

Cn your behalf, Board staff contacted the county assessor's ofTica to develop
a hetter understanding of the issues involved in this matter. They informed
us that the lots which you have purportedly sold sxisted as a separate
parcel only prior to the %ime that you purchased the property, and that

the former owner requested a combination of this former parcel with
surrounding property, including other former parcels, before your purchase.
Thus. the copy of the assessor's parcal map previded by you is not the
current map used by the assessor for tax purposes., As you may know, the
current assessor’'s map shows these Tots as part of 2 much Targer parcal.

Our understanding {is that the assessor has electad not to creats a separate
tax narcel for two reasons. First, the purported sale of the lots would
appear o0 constitute a division of property into parcels smaller than are
allowed under '44114amson Act contracts. Second, the county planning
dapartment has avidently *aken the nosition that the saie constitutes a
division of land in violation of the Subdiviston Hap Act. %“e understand
fur+har that a “otica of Yiclation has heen recorded hy the planning
desartmant, and that you have subsegquently taken Tegal action against the
planning department.

You have cited Revenue and Taxation Code Section 405, which provides in
part *hat the assassor shall assess all the taxahlo property in his county,
except state—assessed property, %o the gerscns owning, claiming. poszessing,
or controlling ft on the lian data. The saction provides furthar that
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praoparty on ths secured roll may he assassed to the person owning, claiming,
possessing, or contrnlling 14 on the lien date. '

Hotwithstanding Section 405, we have no quarrel =ith the assessar's docision
not to create a separate tax parcal for these lots. Under Section €13,

a2 mtstake in the name of the owner or supposed awner of real astate deoes

not render an assassment invelid. Thus, the assessmen? {s against the
sroperty and not the owner, and the name of the cwner 13 given merely for
the sake of conveniance. (See Thrman and Flavin, Taxing California Sroperty,
2rd Zdition. Seciion 3.01.).

I hopa this has bdeen responsive to your inquiry.

_Sincaraly,

Varne ‘falton, Chief
Assassment Standards Division
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cc: Fonorahle Rfchard . Gordon
"adera Toumty Assassor

bc: Mr. Richard Ochsner

(Prepared by: Mark iHisson)




